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UNFUNDED MANDATES/State Mandates on Local Governments

SUBJECT: Unfunded Mandate Reform Act of 1995 . . . S. 1. Bradley perfecting amendment No. 141 to the Gorton
perfecting amendment No. 31, as amended, to the language proposed to be stricken by the committee
amendment beginning on page 25, line 11.

ACTION: AMENDMENT AGREED TO, 93-5

SYNOPSIS: Pertinent votes on this legislation include Nos. 15-23, 25-41, 43-45, and 47-61.

As reported by the Governmental Affairs Committee and the Budget Committee, S. 1, the Unfunded Mand
Reform Act of 1995, will create 2 majority (51-vote) points of order in the Senate. The first will lie against the considEeatio
bill or joint resolution reported by an authorizing committee if it contains mandates and if Congressional Budget OfficesCBO)
estimates on those mandates are unavailable. The second point of order will lie against the consideration of a bilytjoimt reso
motion, amendment, or conference report that will cause the total cost of unfunded intergovernmental mandates in the legis
to exceed $50 million.

The committee amendment beginning on page 25, line 11, would strike the provision that would give the Governmental Af
Committee in the Senate, and the Committee on Government Reform and Oversight in the House, the authority to make the
determination on whether proposed legislation contains a Federal mandate. It would also strike the provision providiegelsat the
of Federal mandates for a fiscal year will be determined based on the estimates of the respective budget committeest (The E
Committee, which considered the bill sequentially in accordance with Budget Act requirements, struck these provisions with
one amendment).

The Gorton amendment to the language proposed to be stricken by the committee amendment, as amended (see vote N
would express the sense of the Senate: that Goals 2000 history standards that were developed before February 1, 1995 she
be approved or certified; that Goals 2000 history standards should not be based on standards developed primarily by the Ne
Center for History in the Schools prior to February 1, 1995; and that any recipient of funds for the development of Gustisrg000
standards should have a decent respect for the contributions of western civilization, and United States history, idéatpansd ins
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to the increase of freedom and prosperity around the world.

The Bradley amendment would express the sense of the Senate: that States should not shift costs to local governments, which
often leads to property tax increases; that State legislatures should not impose unfunded mandates on local governniigsts without
fully considering those mandates; and that a primary objective of this Act should be to reduce taxes and spending andll levels
to end the practice of shifting costs with little or no benefit to taxpayers.

Those favoringthe amendment contended:

Citizens love having money spent on them by the government, but they do not love being taxed to pay for that spending. The
Federal Government has increasingly avoided the second half of this equation by making the States do the taxing. It imposes the
mandate, so it can take credit for the benefits being provided, and it makes the State pay for it. This bill appropmadédy itvill
more difficult for the Federal Government to engage in this deceptive, irresponsible practice. However, the Federal Gisvernment
not the only culprit. States also are guilty of imposing unfunded mandates. They order the provision of services, anditicay make
governments pay for them. The result, in most cases, is higher property taxes, because property taxes are the mamesuugrce of re
for local governments. The American taxpayers' main concern is their total tax burden, not how this burden is divided emaiong Fed
State, and local governments. They do not simply want the Federal Government to stop cost shifting, with its resultimg higher t
rates; they want an end to all cost shifting and all resulting higher tax rates. The Bradley amendment properly call®dttntion
fact. It expresses the sense of the Senate that States should follow the Federal Government's lead on S. 1. We urggghose Senat
who agree that States should not impose unfunded mandates any more than the Federal Government should to join us in voting in
favor of the Bradley amendment.

Those opposinghe amendment contended:

We must oppose the Bradley amendment, even though we strongly support the idea that mandate costs should not be forced upon
subordinate units of government. The Federal Government should not place mandates on the States, and the States should not plac
mandates on local governments. However, the United States Senate has no business opining on the proper relationshigg between Sta
and local governments. Under our federalist system, certain matters simply are beyond the ken of the Federal Government, and we
believe that State-local relations are one such matter. Accordingly, we will vote against adoption of the Bradley amendment.



